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There is an old joke to the effect that the difference between
maternity and pateruity is that whereas the former is a\matter of fact, the
latter 1is a mattef of opinion.

Although in a more serious vein, it 1is this same dichotomy betwe;n fact
and opinion (or value) that is frequently used as the basis for
distinguishing between thoéé human endeavors that we call science and those
that we call art. Even though the theories proposed ﬁy scientists may be
evaluated .in terms of opinions aboit what the facts, or what the important
facts are, still the scientist aspires tQ characterize and explain some
domain of facts, and it is in tirms of them that he or she expdcts the
adequacy of proposed theories to be evaluaﬁed. The artist, on the other
hand, need aspire to no such thing. The results of his or her labors is an
artifact. Be it a novel, a play, or a poem, a plece of sculpture, a
painting, or a photégraph, a éymphoa;, a song, or a sonata; it can
legitimately be created, eiist, aad be appreciated, qua artifact. It need
have no pretensions to faithfully represent facts, nor need it be evaluated
in such terms. The artist is not constrained in the samc way as the
scientist 1s. The artist is frec to e€xplore and experiment with his or her
chosen medium of expression for its own sake. Yet, neither the artist’s
products nor the manner in which audiences or spectators respond to them are
arbitrary; Both the product and respgnsés to it may implicate creativity,

f;ji?ht’ and interpretation, all of which involve psychological processes

that are, as yet, but poourly understood.
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In tﬁig paper I shall giacu;s a number of issues relating to metaphor,
a form of expression that I believe has important conhectioﬂ; with
creativity, insight, and inferpretation, Thé title is intentionally
ambiguous. On the odé hand, I shall offer an account of what makes
metaphors metaphorical--that is, a way of understanding (whatj metaphors
(are). On the other ﬁand, I shall talk about some of the psychological
processes associated with their comprehension--that is, I shall discuss how
(the) understanding-(of) metaphors might come about. ‘

Historically, metaphor was regarded as one of the most important
ingredients of literature (see for examp;e; Fontanier, 1821/1968), and,
although I.shall concentrate on linguistic metaphors, metaphorical relations
can also be found in the visual arts (see Gaédnet, in press; Goodman, 1976,
p. 89). Much of what I have to sa& is speculative and theoretical in nature
--philosophical psychology, if you will==but, from time to time I miéht
permit these speculations -to be prejudiced by the facts. I ;hall be
concerned with a number of basic quéstions 1nc1ud;ng: What are metaphors?
How do they work? Wﬁy are they"{mporfant in literature? Are they imﬁbrFant
in nonliterary language? What 1s invblved in appreciating a metaphor? A What
{s involved in producing one? What are the constraints on the development
of the comprehension and production of metaphors by children? I shall

attempt to answer these and other questions by first proposing a somewhat

heretical theory of metaphor and then work.ng out some of its implications.
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Some Standard Views a. Objections

I shall take as my startinglpoint the classification of metaphors and
theories of metaphors proposed by Max Black in his now classic paper,
"Metaéhdr"-(l962).‘ According to Rlack, there are basically two types of
viéws about the nature of métaphors. " The first, ultimately traceable to
Aristotle, 1s that a metaphor involves the gubstitution of one expression
(the one used metaphorically) for anothef that could have been literal. 'So,
when we say, "Richard is a lion," what we are doing is substifuting the
expression a lion for brave. The motivation for such a substit&tion c;n be
lexical necessity, as'when, as a matter of linguistic fact, there‘is no
literal word available in the language. O; it can be stylistic preference,
._atmed at p;oviding-the.reader with an alleged sen?e 6{ pleasure in solving
tive "Puzzle" posed by the metaphor, but basically serving merely as an

ornamental embellishment to the text. Black further argues that the so-

called comparison theory of metaphor which claiﬁs that a metaphor is

essentially an elliptical simile is just a special case of the substitution
view. The difference is that the literal equivalent that the ﬁetaphor
obscures is not the predication of an attribute (e.g., being brave) of the
topic of the metaphor (Richard), but the assertion of a similarity or
comparison (in this case between Richard and a lion).

While acknowledging that some metaphors may indeed be substitggion
metaphors, or comparison metaphors, Black goes on to argue that the
interesting and important ones are not. Although we might wonder how his

c .

ekhmple, Man is a wolf, is any more important or interesting than Richard is
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4 lion, he uses it to explain the inﬁeraction view~=a view derived from

Richards (1936). The idea behind tﬁe interaction view is that the principal
termg‘in the metaphor (the topic, or tenor, "man," and the vehicle, "wolf")
interact in such a way as to permit the one to be viewed, as it were,
throuzh the eyes qf the other. We view man from the perspective of our
general knowledge about wolves. More recently, Black (1979) has elaborated s
on the interaction view, attempting to explicate it in terms that are
themselves less metaphorical. However, one purpose of this paper is to
explgye the possibility that there is a sensible version of the comparison
view--a version thaé is both psychologically and philosophicaliy plausible,
and théttat the same time captures the important features of the interaction
view.

There are two kinds of objections to standard accounts of the
comparison theory. The first is that the' theory "borders on vacuity"
(Black, 1962, p. 37). The second is that there need not always he any | .
detectable basis of similarity between the entities involved (e.g;, Searle,
1979). I think ‘that both kinds of criticisms are only valid in the face of
a very naive version of the comparison theory. Consider first the vacuity
argumenf: .According to Black, the comparison theo;y implies that the
respects in which the two terms in a metaphor are similar are 'definite and
predetérmined," in which case, the ﬁrgument goes, metaphors, contrary to
fact, would have all the precision of scientific statements. Now, few

scholars; least of all Black, woul!d wish to deny that one of the really

important characteristics of metaphors is a certain "open-ended' quality
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that they have. However, 1 think that Black mistakenly supposes that such
'open-endednesé is monopolized by'mefaphorical stateménts. In particular, I
think it may be a mistake to suppase it 1s not to be found in similarity
statements in general. To be sure, some statements of comparison (and some
metaphors) ﬁay-be "cut and dried," but others are not. The precision that
Black sees as'being so characteristic of scfentific statements (although
others, e.g., Kuhn, 1979, aud“Pylysh&n, 1979, would even challenge that
claim) d;es not, therefore, seem to have anyéhing to - do with the syntactic
form of the statement (e.g., predicative versus comparative). It has to do
with the content of the statement.

The other basis for arguing that the c0mparisoh theory 18 vacuous 1is
that metaphors cannot be just ellipticalscomparisons because, since
everything 1is like everything else (e.g., Davidson, 1978; Goodman, 1976),
that would be to reduce them to tautologies. On the face o% it, ﬁhis seems
to embody an absﬁrd assumption, namely that there.is a.class of statements
which by virtue of their syntactic form alone are necessarily true~--
similarity statements. Yet, despite its apparent absurdity, it 1s implicit
in the writings of many philosophers and psychologists who speak of reducing
mefaphors to "literal similes" (Searle, 1979), "the literal meaning of a
simile" (Davidson, 19785, or "similes [that] are literally true" (Winner,
‘Engéi, & Gardner, in press). It seems to me tc be just plain wrong to argue
that similes, or any other kind of similarity statements, are necessarily
true just because they are similarity statements. It is empirically false

and logically nonsensical. False because there are all kinds of things that
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are not like all kinds of other things, and noﬁsensigal because, first, it
would entail that the denial of a simiigtity statement would be self-
contta@ictory, and second, nobo&y would bé able t? use such statements to
achievé their ordinary communicative goals. ZIn ﬁresentinh my own account,
the mistake that this view of similarity statements embodies will be used as
a (hopefully instructive) starting point. |

The other.kind of objection to.éo?pariépn theories is that they are too
restricitive in supposing that the rEtétionship between the terms must be
that of éimilarity. Searle (1979), for example, argues that no amount of
analysis will uncover any similarity between a person and a block of ice
that can explain why we can say of -someone who is unresponsive that he or
she is (like) a block of ice. According to this view, the problem with the .
comparison theory is that if is incomplete; at best, it captures only a
subset of metaphors, leaving others to be dealt with by.some relationship
between the terms that is not based on similarity. The Yéply to this
argument is too complicated to present here. I have tried to present omne in
Ortory (1979), to which the interested reader can refer.

Altﬁough these objections by no means exhaust those raised against
«omparison theories of metaphor, they ave certainly representative‘k Fach
leads to its own solution, or éiass of solutioné, to the question of what
metaphors are and how they work. Black’s solution is to argue that the
similarities need not pre-exist; they are often better thought of as being

 "created" by the interaction of the two terms. Davidson’s solution is to

deny that mctaphors are metaphorical--using a metaphor is indeed a way of

...........
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drawing attention to reasemblances, but the sentence incorporating the
metaphor has nothing more than its literal meaning in the context in which
it.ogcurs. Searle’s solution isvto appeal to a wider range of relations
than .just s;milarity: In proposing a Version of the comparison theory, I
hope to offer an account that has a place for the valuaple insights that are
incorporated in some of the objections to, ;nd replacements-of,,the naive

\

theory.

A Modified Comparison Theory

If -a .comparison theory 13 to be viable, it will hAVe to be able to
provide answers tv some of the mure telling objections ghat have been
levelled against c&wuarison theories in general, and, in order to do that,
it will have to be built upon a solid theory of similarity. Essentially,
wvhat I shall propose is a theory of similarity that has an account of
metaphor incérporated within 1t. So, to some extent, my theory of
similarity and my thePry of metaphor will have to stanc or fall together.
Since ihe theory is discussed in some detail in Ortony (1979), I shall here
only sketch { , with the warning that many of the more detailed'aspects will
have t§ be finessed for clarity and brevity of exposition.

Although the theory is essentially a psychological one concerning
people’s judgments about, and perceptions of, similarity, I want to start
off with a philosophical point that I hope will clear the way for it. It is
a point to yhich I alluded earlier concerning the claim that similarity
statements are all true. This claim seems to be the foundation of the view

of metaphor that treats it as condensed simile. According to this view,

#
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metaphors are to be "explained" (away?) by asserting that they can all be

reduced to similes which are true literal statements gf similari;y. The
problem with this account lies in the assumption that all similatity_
statements are litéral, a;&“that all are true. It is easy £o'check one’s
intuitions on‘this point by'modifying.similarity statements of one’s choice
with hedges such as 'really" and '"not rea’lly."‘ Ptesumably-most of us wguld
be willing to say that limes é-really like lemons,.ﬁhereas very few of us
would agree fo the claim thatﬂmountain roads are ;eally like snakes; they
are only similar metaphqrically. Similarly, most peéple would probably deny
that limes are not really like lemons, but few would deny that mountain’ |
roads are not really like snakes. These differences are contrary to those
predicted by the "everything i.'limilaf to everything elge" dictum, which
would have .to claim that all th; positive assertions would be écceptable and
all the negative ones unacceptable, 1if not self-contradiptory; The 1ssue
here has to do with people’s perceptions of similarity; it has to do wiFh

appearancé rather than with reality. Consequently, we will have to Qdmit

that the variables that can influence perceptions (e.g., knowledge, context,

¢te.) are important ones that have to be taken into account, even if they

complicate the picture.
The simple but important conclusion that I want to draw from these

observations is that when we talk about two things being (feally) similar

what we mean is not that they are similar- in some respect or other, but that

they are judged to be siuilar in important respects. To argue otherwise {s

like arguing that everything has every property expressible by a graded

19
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adjective becauge things can possess properties to degrééé aﬁé sometimes {t
. Just happeﬁs that the degfee'to which somethihg possésses a property is
zero. No normal person, however, would w;nt to argue that since things can
be orange to different degrees, that therefcre everything is orange, and
that all sfatemen;s fo the effect thacasomething or other, be it a pin, a
pprk pie, or a poem, 18 orange are literally true. One cannot argue that
because Fhey are not orange, poems are therefore orange!
I caﬂ now present my main claims:
(1) 1If two things are perceived as being really (i.e., lite;ally) similar,
then those two things are berceived as being similar Qith resgect to
attributes considered to be important to both of them.
(2) If'two thiﬁgs are perceived as being similar metaphorically, *hYen they
are not perceived aé being literally similar. Rather, the attributes that
they share are perceived as being more important for the secondvgntity in
the comparison than they are for the first, and/or are theﬁselves related'by
metaphorical similarity.
(3) 1f two thiﬁgs are perceived as being neither literally similar nor
metaphorically simiier, then they are not perceived as being similar at all,
and the statement expressing their ~imilarity is not merely false, but is in
some sense anomalous too. )
A more complete understanding of thése claims depends on our having a
more specific characterization of what 18 meant by an attribute, what it 1is

for two things to share an attribute, and what is meant by the importance of

an attribute. In the present context the notion of an attribute includes
o

1]




Understanding Metaphors

10

Y

properties known or generally believed to be true of the things being ...~

compared, attitudes towards them, and beliefs about them-égenerally, a much
more amorphous group of .associations Tnd connotations than would be given in
a traditlonal semantic feature accouqh (e-g., Katz & Fodor, 1963). Thus, .

the entities involved in a comparison have to be considered to be the

knowledge and belief structures that constitute the internal representations

(1.es, schemata; see, for example, Rumelhart & Ortony, .1977) eof things,
events, places, people, and so on. Then, we can say that an attribute is
any comnonent of such a structure, relatianal or attributive, mythical or
factnal, known or suspecte:d, connotative or deno;ative, and 80 on. Given
the sccpe of thls notion of an attribute, it 1s ohvious that not all
attributes can be easiiy expressed in aay particular language. ‘Certainly,
we could not expect every possible attribute to be reprerented' by a single.
word ln the languuage.

Now that we hane characterized attributes--along the general lines,
incidentallyv, ehae some philosophers have called “‘credence prope;ties‘
(e.g., Beardsley, 1978)--we can turn'to the notion of the importance, or

salience, cf an attribute. Clearly some attributes are perceived as being

more important in ghe role that they play within a concept, or schema, than .

are others. For example, most-o§ us wonld think that having wheels was a
more important attribute of cars nhan being metallic. tany factors
contribute to our feelings about how imgortant an attribute is, and fine
discriminations are often difficult to make. Nevertheless, it is possible

to devise measures of salience; people are able to rate it in laboratory

——
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exﬁéfiments, so presumably their knowledge is'encodgd in a’way that permits

such dldscriminations to be made. -In thé context of the present discussion,

-3alience should be considered to be a meésure of the prominence nf an

jgtribute, so that, in general, th. fewer objects that have {t (or"-{re
believed to have it, etc.) the .more salient it is. A'majo% assumptidn that
has to be made in this cdhnectionaig that the imédrgance of an-attributé.
yis-a—vis a particular concept can vary as a function of the Eontext and the
task or judgment at'hénq. There is ample psycholoé;cal evidence to this
effect (sée, for example, Anders;n & Ortony, .1975; Barcla&, B}ansfbrd,

Franks,'McCarrell, & Nitsch, 1974; Tversky, 1977).

- The third notion that requires elucidation before we can proceed is

‘that of a matching attribute. What 18 needed here is not identity of

attributes but high similarity. Idenfity is just the l;miting case that

A

converts an apparently circular account into a harmless. recursive one.

Sometimes the similarity between attributes that match in a similarity

I

statement 1is essentially literal, sometimes it 18 essentially metaphorical;

nevertheless, similarity of attributes is the basis upon which similarity
&

rests. Furthermore, the matching attributes only need to be perceived as
such from the point qof view of the person who produces the statement Qf

similarity. When wehunderstand a similarity stateméﬁi we may sometimes do
@«

so by introducing into our schema for the first erm an applicable attribute

- :

“*hat previously wus not there. On other occasions the effect of

understanding a similarity statement 18 to produce an increase in the

perceived salience of the matching attributes in the schema corresponding to

v
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the first term in the cbmparison. In Ortony (1979) I refer to gpese two
kinds of similarity statehents as attribute,lgggéggglgg andigétribute
promoting respectively. Thué, we can acquire new" knowledge, or gain a new
view of old knowledge, as a result of under#tanding'a simiiatity statement.
We are now in a position to elaerate on the three main claims. The
first claim amounts to a definition of what might be called literal |,
'similaritx. One i;portqnt aspect of it is that it is.the first step in
blocking the "evérything is like everything else" dictum. If the dictum is ' -
going to be true, .then, if nothing else, 1t will not apply to literal
similarity. EVerything wnay be similar to everything else, but not literally
similar in the sense just defined. Furthermore, I maintain that this”
account of literal similarity is in accordance with the'way in which
ordinary people” think of the relation normally expregséd by‘the'word

. The litefalness of h similarity statement is not to be

of as an all or n;thing affair. The boundary betﬁeen-the'iiteral . <.
and the metaphorical is n?toriously too murky for that. Rather, literalness
is- to be thought of as beipg at one end of a continuum. Nbr shouid |
literalness be confused with the degree of similarity; the two are related,
but are different measures.
The second claim 1s essentially ocur proposéd definition oﬁf
metaphoriéity. The main point is that insofar as attribute matches can be
found between the schemata corresponding to the terms, these matches are

(initia.ly) of higher salience for the second term (the metaphorical

vehicle) than for the first (the topic), or they are themselves
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metaphorical. To take a simple example, being soporific is a much more

important attribute of sleeping pills than it is of }ECtures, so that
- L

Lectures are like sleeping pills satisfies this requirement. The-

alternative case is perhaps 1llustrated by a statement like Libraries are

like gold mines where the shared attributes seem to include notions of
) . !
digging around and being valuable, but where these notions. themselves seem
. - ] .

to undergo a metaphorical transformation from the one té:m to the other. It

is as though the main metaphorical comparisdn gets 1itgs force from the little

_ones that comprise it.  Ultimately, of course, the account has to come to

rest on the saliencé imbalance:notioh, fdr otherwise it would be cirqgi;r.
There are other constraints that have to be'cﬁnéidered. First, a
similarity statement satisfying this “higﬁ/low“ criterion will not be
perceived as metaphorical unless there exist 1mp6rtant_attributes of the
second term which cannot be applied to the £irst'terh at all. %his
constraint is hee&ed to prevent literal siﬁilarity statements 6f:the
attribute promotion type from being classified.as metaphorical. If somébody'
does not know what tangelos aie, and is told tﬁgt fhey arglliké‘oranges, the
high/low criterionfwﬁuld be satisfied, but thé preseﬁf constraint would
prevent its being classified gﬁ a metaphorical comparison. Notice also that
it 1s this constraint that introduces'inio metaphoricai comparisons the
element of tension that so many writers have considered to be an essential

ingredient of metaphorical language. This 1is because it entails some degfee

of conceptual incompatibility between the two terms.

15
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" The second constraint on the highé}ow rule is that the attributes that
are fgﬁnd to match must not be initially too unimportant or trivial for tﬁg
topic term. Another way of putting this is to say that promoteh (or
introduced) atiributes must, in princi;le, be able to serve some diagnostic
function. So, for example, if we hear that Cigarettes'g:g.lggg.glgg_ggggg,

9 we need ﬁo a§o}d concluding'that part of the statement’s meaning depends on
the fact that both are uséd by terrorists, because such a conclusion would
be entirély co;nterintuitive. Since cigarettes are used by ail kinds of
people, emphasizing the fact tﬁét they c#n be.used by terrorists aoes not

v increase the diagnosticity of the attribute “used b; terrorists" for
cigarettes. 'This amounts to saying thﬁt the candidate attributes must
depend on both terms in the comparison, not just on the second term;.aga
represents one way.iﬁ which the present proposals can make sense of the -
notion ofilg;eraction.l | |

» Finally, it often happens that one cannot understand a metaphorical
comparison in terms of matching individual attributes at all. Rather, what ~

one senses Hs a certain isomorphism between systems of attributes. Such

. cases, for example, Schools are like zoos, have more the character of

complex analogies, although still being essentially metaphorical.  Their
metaphoricity now depends less on the difference in Importance of these
systems for each of the schemata involved, and more on the fact that the

rebationship between the matchihg systems is itself based largely on

metaphorical rather than on literal similarity.
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The third major claim of the theory is that statements which have the

]

syntactic structure of comparisonﬁ but whggh are not perceived‘és being
either literal or metaphorical are in fact pe;ceived a;"being anom;lous:
Such statements are of two'k1nds: those in which such matches ;s do exist"®
are between attributes that‘afe unimportant for both tefms, and those for
which the,matches are between atrrib;tes that dré imﬁortant for the firaf
term, Sut'unimpbrtant for the secoﬁ@ tefm (1.e., re;érseg similes). This
‘means that the present zheory makes some very éﬁ:éifid'predictibn;.about_gﬁg .
ré@ersibflity og different k}nds of similarity gtatements--pre&igfionp tha;

AY

Richard Vondruska.and I are at present investigating in a series of

.
L]

experiments. d L . d

It 1s important to ‘emphasize at this junctﬁre th#t ;othiné I have éaid
rules out the poséibility of someqng:g‘be4ng able to finqﬂa metaphérical
1nter§retation for an qﬁdmalous ;omparisqn. But,'if'soﬁeone succeeds.in
Ifiﬁding such an interpretation, then that statement wil; no lénger-ber
perceivea as being anomalous. Similariy, 1f one fails to:unde;séand a
metaphorical comparison at all, it will be ﬁercéived as anom&lous,

-~

régardless oflits metaphorical potential, Since the'knowledgé that‘peopie
have associated with the terms in a si;ilaritﬁ statement depen&s'on their
t own experiences, it is perfectly possible that there will be cases‘hf
disagreément. This 1s particularly noticeable when people with little or no
literary training come across metaphors that require such training, that 1is,

metaphors whose interpretation depends in important ways on what, for *.

example, Culler (1975) refers to as the '"institution of literature." And,
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finally, 1t is alfo perfectly possible that .there should be occagions upén
which someone produces a statement that is from his or her perspective
metaphorical, but which from someone else’s perspective is literal.

The theory, then, is a theory about the conditions under which someone

will perceive a similarity‘statement és béing ﬁetaphorical, lite}al,_or=

(9

anomalous. It is a theory that allows théspossibi;ity that‘oﬁé man’s

.metaphor is another man’s platitude. In 6rder'tqstrahslate it into a tﬁeory'

of detaphor proper, we need to do two:more things% ‘The first i&‘ta note

that statements of.analog§ can vary in the extent to which“théy are literal

-

or metaphorical just as simple siﬁilarity statements can. After all, a

<\

statement of analogy is nothing moﬁé than a statement of similarity"between \

relations rather than between things. Some of thesé rela;}ons are shared

and somqrnot; The criteria for Whether a statement of analogy will be

t

perceived as metaphorical,‘litetal,_or.anoméldus‘are‘thé same as for

similarity statements in genefal, except that’ the attributes are (known or

coﬁstruptible) relations between the two pairs of téerms.

The second 1issue that needs'resolution'cqncerns the move from

"similarity statements to metaphors. Metaphars come in all manner of

synfactic guises. "The favorite one for philosophers 18 the predicative ,

3

metaphor. The favorite one-for the poet is ‘probably ﬁhe ~enitive metaphor.

The predicative metaphor bears a very close and obvious connection to the

A
metaphorical similarity statements that I have been discussing, the only

‘syntactic difference being the fact that the similarity statement version,

"the simile, includes the word like whereas the predicative metaphor does

‘o

%
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not. It would be easy to argue that thetg is nb semantic difference between
a simile and its corresponding pr;diéative metaphor, but such a conclusion®.
is no; one that is either entailed by my account of similarity, nor is it
~one that I would encourage. The claim that I w;nt to make 1is that both the
simile and its corresponding metaphor are metaphorical, the forner, by .

'dgfihifion. eqd'thellatter_by virtue of the fact that a largé parL'of_its

meaning can be given by reference to the simile. I certaiﬁly would not wish

-to deny that subtle, but nevertheless important, differences exisf‘between

?

the two forms. . N - : : . -

A‘detailed.diacuséion of what dictates a peraon's-choice'in selecfing
'thetoné over the other in a partizular context is.beyond the Bcope of fhis
paper, but it is an importént queslion that needs to be considered. 1 am

inblinéd to bélievé that the process often involves the Bame kindrof
' ptégmatié facto;s_thét iead,peoplq to choose betweenjdireét and indirect
'.speech acts in particular sitqatipns--tha;.is, they are ﬁainlyh
considerations of style. Hqﬁever, there clearly are varioué 2yntactic )
considerations ;hat make the traanormdtiéns between simile form and'
metaphor fotm‘either difficult or impossible. For example, as Miller (1979)

. L X . .
points out, The crowd rushed through the door like a river bursting Lirough

'a dam cannot be transformed from simile form into metaphor form by simple
like~deletion. One might speculate that when syntactic constraints .are not

.at 1ssue, the ease of transforming & simile into a metaphor depends on ‘the

extent to which the:comparison is metaphorical. Thus, while Jogging is like -

a religion and Runping is like a teligion are both similes, many people feel'

19
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tnat-the former is somehow "better." It also seems more amenable to
transformation. If the account of similarity that l nave proposed is
correct, then similarity statements having some degree of metaphoricity cen
alsG have some degree of literalness. The metaphor form of a simile; * 8
however, tends to eliminate the literal component so that, tq the extent
that the literal component is contributing, ‘to the meaning, it will be
blocked in the metaphorical form. One cannot, after all, perform
like~deletion on literal similarity statements at%all._

Thewgeneral 1ssue of.the relationship between metaphors.and different .

. syntactic constructions.is a complev one. Genitive metaphors, for instance,

seem to be richer in potential than predicative metaphors, perhaps becauge

they leave so much more unsaid than do predicative metaphors. Thus, to take

a simple example, suppose we are faced with the phrase'lifefg dawn. What we

_ actually have underlying this metaphor is a four® term analogy,‘gzlife HE

dawn:y.’ This particular example is rather trivial because y 1s so unlikely
to be anything else but day, whereupon we see that the putative similarity

is that between some relationship(s) between x end life, and dawn end day.

The relationship'is tnue.something to do with the onset or signalling of

life. Hnwever,-in general orie can expect much more ¢-mplicated structures

" to play a ole in genitive metaphors so that the solution to them may well

depend on various other elements of the text as well as on extratextual

3

factors. In such cases, understanding a metaphor may become something more
like a problem—solving exercise. The point, honever, is that beneath it

all, it i{s possible to discern the role played by similarity. To understand

o ' -
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the metaphor ulfimately involves discovering or creating relationships that
give rise to‘a coherent similarity statement, evén though that statement may
be of no interest in itself. An interesting recent analysis of the
relationship between various surface forms of metaphorical statéments and
thelir underlgfhg-structures cae_be found in Miller (19?9).

" What we have, then, as a theory of meEaphbr, 1s the claim that -

- metaphors are always, in principle, réducibre (although. not neéesaarily

semantically or communicatively equivalent) ‘to stgtementg_éf similarity.,
Howevé}? the sfmilarify.statements to which they can be reduced are
themsélves metaphorical (being either ‘eimiles or metaphorical analogies) .

In effect, I have tried to give a precise meaning to Goodﬁanfs (1976)

- Insightful remark that ". . . instead of metaphor feducingnfo simile, simile

-

reduces to metaphor" (pe 7 ) . ‘ ' LT

ésychological Processes ig_uegaghog Cpmg?ehension
$o far I have offered an account of metaphors th#t purports to explain
what the eqsénce of metaphoricity is. The theofy, which I have classifiéd
as a modified comparison théory, has a number of implications for the ngfure
of the.péychological processes involved 1in the qpmprehensi?n and production
of metaphors. In this section I shall review some of thege implications;
A 3éneral conseqﬁence of ;he’Qiew ihat I am espou;lng is that

.

similarity statements, be they predominantly literal or predominantly

“y ,
metaphorical, can all be handled by a uniform comprehension process. The
differences between literalf®metaphorical, and anomalous statements will lie

not in different processing mechanisms, but in the prbperties'of thg'basis

,\_21 |
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of similatify that the processing mechanism uncovers. Suppose that
comprehension involves attempted predication .of the more salient attributes
of the second term to the first term. If none of the important ;ttributes
.of the second term can be applied succesafuily to the first term, the
comparison statement will be_perceived as being anomalouﬁ-z‘ If some can,
thesstatément will be understood'as.beinh litegal or metaphofical to the
e#tent that those attributesitha;'are appiiéﬂ gre“percéived as being of
comparable_o; 1e§§~impo:tance, respectively, .for the_ first téfm.s Notice
that one test -of the applicability of an gttribu;e is to'deté;mine whether
vthat attribute 18 already présept (i.e., to determine 1if there'is a mafch).
The most {mportant point of thié aécount, howevgr, is;thaf ;t doeg not
necessitate the pdétulation of any special kind of ﬁrocess for the
. compreheﬁsion of metaph;rical as qpposed t6 literal similarity statements.
W This 18 an attractive feature for‘thdsé impfessed by ‘cognitive and
descriptive economy. Furghermore, ithsuggésts‘that the same ﬁtoceSB could
be at work in the comprehension of, at least, predicafive métaphors.
Statements of subject-predicate form could also be viewed us being
understood in terms’ of attempted predicati;n. The distinction betweén
literal; metaphorical, and anomalous statements would be captured in the
' | same way as %or similarity statements. Whether metaphors manifested in
other structures (e.g., genitive metaphors) are amenable to the same kind of
.economical account of processing is less obvious, although Ortony,

Schallert, Reynolds, and Antos (1978) found evidence for at least one other

type of metaphor that is. They describe an experiment in which entire
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sentences were interpreted following contexts that either induced a literal
or a meidbhorical 1ntcrpgefation of them. They found that, given sufficient
el contextual support, metaphorical interpretations were ﬁot significantly
sléuer to make than were literal ones.
fhe pbssi§ility that metaphorical uses éf language can be understood
E withouF émpkoyiﬁg any special br ﬁdditional comprehénsibn meéhanisms is
di%fibult for some theoreticians,to-agceét (e.g., Miiler,-1979; Searle;
1979). .This is'bécguse 1t.i§ asiumed that metaphors are usually iiteraliy |
false or nonsgnsical. So, a,éerson fdhed with a metaphor 1is pre;umbd to
attempt azliteral interpretation, and then to discover that:sﬁbh an '
interpretation faflsrto fit the contex;.' At thi; point a ;einterpret;tiOn
Pchess is postulaéed-Qoften one éhich'coﬁberts.theEmetaphor into an
’ pnderlying; literally true (sic), simile. ‘The problem with this account is
that it begs the question. On what basis is one supposed, to know that on*

-

encountering, for example, a literally false sentence, a metaphorical

interpretation is called for? How, fog examplé,“is.one to know that ohe

N v

ma—

should probably interpret John’s grandgother'i 8 vegetable metaphorically,

~

" but not A tomato is a vegetable? It looks very much as though one must

' 4

alreadyzhaie understood the sentence ig 2{der to know how to 1nterpret'iti
Cértainly, bging litcrallj:falae is ne;ther‘a necessary nor a sufficient
condition for-g statement to be a metaphor. To pake a mistake is not to
make “d. metaphor; and, although it is.litgrally true that life is ﬁot.a bowl
oé'cherries, it would normally be odd to choose the-l}teral over the -

metaphorical interpretation.’

L
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Now, while I have been ‘arguing that metaphorical statements can be
"‘.rpreted directly, without calling upon any extraordinary assumptions
about how they are understood, I do not believe for one moment chat all
metapnorical uses of language are“understood directly. I suspect that many
of”the more mundane metaphora.thar occur in everyday language probably are,

but there is no doubt that many, especially but. by no means exclusively, -

" literary metaphors are not. 'Of course, tailure to.directly comprehend is

not limited to metaphorical, or even figurative uses of language. Lireral .

languagelcantbe difficult or impossible to‘hnderstang-too 1f, for example,

B . 9 ) .
it is insufficiently closely related to its surrounding context. Indeed,
”

- one of the things we know about normal language processing is that people :

are continualIy making spontaneous inferences from what they hear or read
beyond what is given in the text. then, 1f these inferences are not or

cannot be made, comprehension is imposaible. It seems reasonable to suppose

. that when ohe encounters an‘obscure expression that does in fact call for a

figurative interpretation, arriving at an appropriate interpretation may
require_inferencen to be made, including ones that involve an awareness of -
thé conventions relating to figurative uses of language. If this is

correct, it has important implications for the way in which we conceptualize

+
-

. .. s ‘ 1
the development of the ability to understand and produce metaphors, ‘as well
as the development of children’s ar;istic awareness more generally.
GCardner (in press) characterizes the period between the ages of 7 and 9

as being "the heights of literalism." It is, he explaifis, a period during

which the child fs much involved in learning rules and conventions. If the

24
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comprehension of metaphors sometimes presupposes knowledge of metalinguistic

rules ind conventions, then one would expect to find children experiencing

difficulty with metaphorical language until about age 10. Indeed, much of
N

the developmental research pertaining to the comprehension of metaphors by

" preadolescent children tends to promote just this conclqsion (e.g., Asch & 7;
Nerlove, 1960; Bil%ﬁw, 1975; Cometa & Eson, lQ?é; Elkind, 1969; Winner, . 75
Rogenstiéi, # Gardner, 1976). M. ; . ‘ .?é

However, the éituation is not as straightforward as fhis. Theiprbblep '-*'.32
. . -

is that even preschool children seem to spontaneously produce metaphors, as
every parent knows. Furtﬁermore, preschoolers.have been shown to be able to
perform well on numerous metaphor-lfke comprehension measures (e.g.,

Cardner, 1974; Gentner, 1977; Malgady,:1977). ‘How can it be that children y

~s

produce ﬁetaphora at such early ageé while apparently not being able fo
properly understand them until much later on?

_é The resolution of this paradox requires that we take a much more
careful look at the various claims that are being made, and‘ggi}evidenée
.tha; 1s offered in support of them.q If the account of the'comprehenéiop of
metaphors:that I have proposed is correct, then we might expect to find

. , .
conflicting evidence.abou; children®s abilit‘es to understand metaphors
depending, at least, upon whether the metaphors they were called upon to
understand were intéliigible go them directly or not. If it 1is frug'that_
" riot all metaphorical uses of language require-the awareness of conventions

that Gardner sees as the sine qua non pf comprehension, then it ought to be

possible to find children showing evidence of comprehension’even during

.

PY I
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their "height of 1iteralism." Fh:tﬁermore. to talk of conventions too
generally may be inadvisable. Presumably, understanding the convention of
metaphor as a rhetorical device requires a great deal more sophisticatioﬁ
than does knowledge of thg.éonventions surrounding, for example, the”us; of
| indirect speech acts. According to the the view of metaphor théé I have-'
ytoposed, many metaphors can be vié;ﬁd as indirect sfatemen;s of similes."
Ralph Reynolds Qnd'I have'éollegeed data.shOQing that 7- and 8-year-ol&§'
‘have no problem:underﬁtanding the similes_that correépondxko'me;aphéfb’that \
[ they apférently cannot understand (Reynolds &-6ttony, Note l). So perhaps
the ﬁroblems agssociated with children’s undegstandiﬂg of metaphors.are:nbt‘
due to genergl cognitive constraints on undéfdtanding metaﬁhore pér se,sﬁqt
are spect%ic p}oblems that cause hifficulties Just in th&ée cases that |
depend on an awareness of figuration as a fheto:ical devicew' ﬁowever, this
does not meaniihat all Lhé experiﬁent;”hgggesgihg that children gﬁnﬂét'
uhderstand metaphors untiluclose,to adolescence are Paaed;on cases:of
metaphors that in' fact require Qn a&areness of the Qonvenéiqng surrounding |
. figurac;on._ Ra;ber, one has to realize that many of these studies are based'
on tasks that are thémselves more demaﬁding than the comprehension of the -
metaphors they are deéigned to measure. In particular; they are often ba?ed
on the child’s ability to:gxplgin the meaning.gf the metaphor, something
whose difficulty 1s.probab1y highly coréelated with the aptness and
aﬁpropriatsness df.usiné the wetaphor in tﬁe first places Thus, if a
metaphor 1; used because it is the best, perhaﬁs the only way of saying

v

something, it may be correspondingly more difficult to explicate its'.
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' There, I think we have an overestimate of children’s capacities.

Y1y ' . 1
K .

.o e '© . Understanding Metaphors:
? : ' . . ) Do e .. ) '. 2'5'

meaning. Purther, there 1s abundant evidence that thildrnn's sbiliey to

explain or talk about what they are'doing'laga behind their ability to db,

i

L]

itc. . . i .

’lron all of this, I'am-inclined to conclude.tnat the evidence allggedL§

‘supporting the late ddvelopdent of the ability to understand _metaphors is '

ndét very conpelling (see Ortony, Reynolds, & Arter, 1978, for a.more I

comprehensive review). 1 think that much of the reaearch on which this view

is based tends to underestimate what children are able to do. ”On”thelpthe:
hand, 1 am nét very optinistic about“thq intorpretdtibns thnt are placed

upon the appnrenély ubiqnitpns production'of metanhors Sy'prcnchoolers. '

- Two kinds of hlnimn are'usuaily made in support of the belief that

children can handle metaphors even in their preschool yeirs. First are

_claihg.based on experimental evidence that children seem o perform well on

a number of metaphor-like tasks, and necond are those based on the
#Y¥servation that very young children seem to produce metaphors with gay
abandon. I think that both sourcenvof evidence need to be treated with some
caution. .The experimental evidence is baned on tnaks whose relationships to
metaphor. comprehension are uncertain. Thus, the fact thnt young children
can solvt ainple analogical reasoning problems (pentner. 1977), or that they
can appropriately relatd polar adjectives 1i@é'hgt and cold to stimuli from
different sensory ddmaina such as red and blue colo;s (Gardner, 1975), dnds
not itself constitute evidence oi ability to understand netaphqrd.

According to.some notions of metaphor, such as the Aristotelian view that

v'*’
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they are based on the principles of analogy, findings 1ike these could be
counted as sé}ong;f suggestive; but, according to others, they could be

irrelevant.
" One of the points that Gardner (in press) makes about the child’s
development in the early years is that children tend to focus on the more

salient and concrete components of‘sithafibns. ;I think that thig.feature

provides a way of understanding, in terms of m& own account of gétaphor,

what the preschooler wﬁb.apparently is producing metaphors migﬁt actually:be .
&oing. If we make the (reasonable) assumption that the youg; child has less
rich intgrnal representationé.of objects than does th;.adult, and 1if we
asSumé that suchﬂrepreséntations are less highly différentiatéd“in terms of
the relative salience of their constituents, then we would expect the

child’s perception of similaritiés to be somewhat different from those ;f

adults. In particular, the child may perceive literal similarity‘where the /
_ ; . 5

’Padult perceives metaphorical similarity, because for the child the matching:
1% c

7

attributes are represented as being important for bo;hltermg, whereas for
the adult the matching attributes appear to satisfy the criterion fqr
metaphdrical similarity. In other words, from the child’s perspective, many
of the utterances that he makes in an effort.to communicate with his limited
vocabulary might be utterances that capitalize on his percepfion of high
(literal) similarity. Those same utterances from the adult's.perspective
could appear to.be either.literal. or metaphorical, or even unintelligible.
If one accepts this aécount, one need not attribute to the child the ability

to produce metaphors.. One need only attribute to the child the ability to
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pérceive similar{ty-49 much less tndicil claim. " As the child acquires more

. knowledge, so the nature of the.sim;laritiee that he perceives will change.-

. Eventually,'métaphbrical productions not requiring a conscious knowledge of

the metalinguistic aspects of figuration will begin to emerge as the chiid’s'

knowledge representations acquire a sufficient level of richness and

diversification. Later still, the conscious use and manipulation of

metalinguistic conventions will permit the knowing production of

metaphoricalélanguage.

It would be exceedingly difficulit (although nat, I thiﬂk, impossible)
to collect systematic éxperimental-evidence.in favor of this)kgpd of
account. However,wsdme‘of the prqductions of young children can be
interpreted in a.manner that 1is at least consistent vith 1t. First, let us
congidér a seemingly convincing case of'métaphor production by a very ‘young
cHiid_reported in bquson and Anisfeld (1969): "At 29 moﬁths he climbed
over his wrestling father and brother and slid down the other side, saying,
‘I’m a bi waterfallf" (p. 570). If we consider the two terms in an |
underlying comparison to be a (big) waterfall and the qhild's motion, thén'
we are left only with the decision as to vhether from the child’s
perspective he (or his movement, gction, ;; whatever) was really like a big
waterfall, or only metaphorically like one. The question is, how much
knowledge about waterfalls and his motion can Qé attribute to the child?
Presumably he knows much less about waterfalls that we do. Perhaps he knows

that. they involve rapid downward motion (of water?), and that they are

pleasant to look at. If the most important things about his own motion is
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that it.involvco rapid downvard motion -and 13 pleaoant, then it would be

essent;ally a literal_conpqrison. Notice too that if he had said he-was

falling he would perhqpa.have conveyed an unplgaaant expéffencé; wbicﬁ might.

have totally misrepresented hia intentions. Who knows! The point is that:
1t 1s no more unreasonable, given our expectations about his relatively
superficial knowledge about the things to be compared to auppoae that he

perceived them as being really similar.

¥
i N

By age 4 or 5, ‘children are beginning to acquire richer, although still
. _ . 2T, alk .

not adult-like, fepresentationd;'gq' ow ve might expect .to see different
pa?terns,emgrging. To illustrate th;s, we can refer to a couple of
Chukovsky’s (1968) more irresistible exaﬁples‘of the 4- and 5-year-old’s
exgessiveﬁliteralism: First, in "I like gariie, 1t'smells like.sausage“
(p. 21), it looks very much-;; though the child’s explanation for liking
gariic reflects uis ér her still inchoate schemata for both sausage and
garlic. The two smeﬂl al%ﬂe beéause both share some third thing which
imparts to them their}characféristic smell. That third thing, whatever it
is, is equaliy importént for both. What is important here is the fact that
the terms in the (literal) similarity sta;ément, Sausage smells like gaflic,
are, from the adult pérapective, inapprobriatelyﬂrévgrsed. Presumably such
a reversal would be much less likely if the utterance were based on a full
understanding of gthe Qarious relationéhips that exist between sausage,
garlté, the smell, and so on. Indeed, what we find amusing about such
utterances is precisely the discrepancy between wﬁat we believe to be true

and the way the world would be if it fitted the child’s statement.

"

a0
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supports the idea that the child focusses on the

The seéénd example
more salient concrete attributes, perhaps ﬁot eveé possessing those
attributes req@iredrto.properly.hnderstand the comparison: | . s
“Bgtty, Gﬁyfhidn’t you pfovide"a knife.aﬁd fork for Mr. White?”
"Because I thought he didn’t need th;m--géddy said he ate like a horse"

Cpe 1), \

Here the child seems to interpret the similéiity stétement‘ﬁg. White eats

inapplicable predicates.. This illustrates the importance of the condition

on ﬁe;apho;icity that there be some high salient attributes that cannot be

_ applied;.”Could it be that Betty lacked sufficient knowledge to know that ™

oge,of;the most salient characteristics of the way horses eat is not - ' €

applicable to people?

-

Conclusion

T have proposed an account of the pércéption of similarity that has

metaphorieity as a dimension; conéequently, I am committed to the view that

at some level, all metaphors can be reduced to ﬁetaphoricai similarity
statements. I do not doubt that this accéﬁnt leaves at least as many
important queétions unansyered as 1t answérs; in this respect it is in good
company! One of the most important.issugs-éhat I have.not come té grips

with 1is the nature of the mechanism for déciding whether some attribute or

set of them can be applied to something. Nor do I think that I have given a'

sufficiently general account of the relationship between the various forms

|

in which metaphors are manifested and the more constrained form of the

31
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uiuilarity otataicnt; nor yet with the variablcl that govern th. "goodnelo"
of similes and netaphorl--why is it that some similes "feel" better than
their corresponding metaphota while others."feel" woroe? I think that these
are all .tractable- ‘problems, but .rather than apeculating about directiona for
their aolutions, I want to conclude my diacussion by taking a brief look at
the nature of netaphore in vnr;ous“types of discourse, and to use that as a
route back to oﬁe of ;he topics that I set out at the beginning of this
e;say, namely, that qf.inaight and creativity. . A
Vithout wishing to get embrofled ;n a discussion-of what co;stituteg
e;ch,-I wan£ to distinguish between threénbroad_categories of discourse |
types. The boundaries between them may not algays be’glpar.-hut I,ﬁave in
mind the rather intuitive notions that might correspond to discourses that
we could label as litgrar » everyday, and scgéntific/fechnical} And,
although I shall talk as though the metaphors to.be found in:;Lch discourses
are a feature oé the discourses themselves, I.think itfimportant from the
start to make clear that the linguistic manifesta;ions of metaphdrs have to
be regarded as the manifestati&hs of thought. That is, a méE;phor is not
Just a linguistic entity, it is a more.general cognitive entity which, for
example, could be entertained in thought bqt which might not, and need not,
be realized.in language. Since metaphors have to do with perceptions of
similarity, and since we do not report all éur perceptions, metaphors are

not necessarily restricted to language.

Before discussing each type of discourae in turn, a general observation

" needs to be made, and that is that metaphors do occur in all three kinds of

32
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~discourse. Their typical nature and fuﬁctioqa may be differen& in each, but

ihey’ate'chaxe nonetheless. Thé fact that,netaphqfscoccur in ;iﬁérary

. N A
discourses is, of course, no surprise. For a long time the analysis. of the

figurative expressiong in ligefature. and eapezially pdetry, constituted the -

principal-goal_of cfiticiqm. The occurrence of metaphor in"everyday.'

'discoutée 1g also not difficult to accept, although one might snppdse that

¢ 2

many_of.ché me;a:ﬁgrs to be found Eﬁere.wouid be of the kind that ﬁorﬁallj .
are understood directly-éften half frozen, ﬁnd.rarély profound. .Hoqever; '
that meéaphors miéhg be wideqprgad in scientific/technical discourse may, at
ieasp for some, be hirder to believe. ' p - * |
.If llterqry discourse has any.speciai claimsco-;etaphors, as
h;storié;lly it haﬁ, and if iﬁ fact metaphors are ubiqufﬁ;us in other kinds

of discourse, on what basis could the priQileged status -of metaphor in

literature rest? One possibility is that literary discourses contain a high

proportion of non-directly interpretable metaphors. The 'problem-solving"
element involved in undérsténding literary metaphors has not gone unnoticed.

Culler (1975), for example, writes:

N

Though structuralists have not made this point as firmly as they might%
their discussions imply that rhetorical figureé are instructions about
how to naturalize the text [i.e., making the texg-intelligible by
relating it to various modelsﬁof cdhérence] by passing from one meaning
to another--from the deviant to the "integrated''--and by labelling this
transformation as appropriate.to a particular poetié rode. « « « The

" rhetorical figure, says Genette, '"is nothing other than an awareness of
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the‘figuie, ihd ite exiatence depeﬁde'iﬁoliy on-th% reeeir being
conecioue, or- not being eonociouo, qf the enbiguity of the diocouree
' beforc him" (1966, P 216).. One has a fhe:oricel £1gure when the

re’der perceiveo a problem in the text and takeo certain rule-governed

. o v > e - . .‘)
steps to devise a solution. (pp. 179-180) o e )

o

Since "naturelizhtfon“ requires, among other thingey.that»the'text be

. telated to the “institution of literature" by reference to what is known ot

'about suck feetures as the LonvenLione of the genre, and the bonventione of

the (author,e) cultu;e, it is not elways~easy for “‘the uninitiated (including
children) to understand and-appreciate a wide range. of litetery'works. The

child cannot eéﬁuire real literary ewereneee metely by_becoming.an adult;
all too many adults Beve°pg6ved that! Thus, while concurring with Gardner’s
s . . . . v

emphasis on the need for knowledge of conventioee for the deve;opment of.

be very broad in s cOpe. They include not just conventions of the‘mediumh . ff“ig

'(say,_language) but a much higher.ievel of knowledge about what is, was, and

even what could be conventional, institutionalized, or acceﬁzed. This 195

‘not to deny that one can come to master only those conventions needed to

eppreeiate a particular genre. We all know that most children qqickly come
to appreciate children’s stories. But such appreciation should not be
confused with the kind of "literary awareness' that enables one to read,
understand, interpret, and eveluate literary works in general. The
litterateur typically 18 equipped with the cognitive tools needed to engage

in such activities; the layman, typically, is not. Finally, this difference
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.suggests that we ve need to conceive of the directnecl of the conptehcnlion of

¢

metaphorical’ language as involvinh a degree of relativiam. Just as with v
litaral uses of language, the expert may not always need to conaciously
search for inferential connectiono to eltablish the“cthrence of a

dieccu;ee. On the other nand, the novice:is both more likely’to have to

~ ¢onsciously search for them, and less likely to find appfcpriate ones,'if-he

finds any at all} So, the expert’s highly specialized and diffetentiated

knowledge may sometimes enable him to understand directly what the novice,

+ cdnnot understand at all. _ ~

That metaphors are widespread in everyday discoprse is something that .

can be readily confirmed by gldncing at any newspaper or Liatening to any

ordinary coénvergation. We are conatantly running across (sic) economic"

de reesions, political battles, and technological miracles. We speak of.
1lights at cc ghg:end of tunnels, glimmers of hope, and shadows of doubt, cars
and noses that run, and trains and colds that get cggggg, and people who
choogse tc’ take soft options and hard lines. . We talk of the heat of the
moment, the'gggggh of a reception, the coolness of a calculated crime, and,
yes, the frozeness of a (dead) metaphor! The list 1s endless.

. Ordinarily we do not stop to think twice about the multitude of d-ad
metaphors that we encounter in the living language; they seem as prosaic as
fish and chips or hamburgers. And even.those metaphors tnat are a little
more novel, the half-dead, or dying ones, such as references to political
seismographs or barometers, do not strike us as exceptional, and they do not

seem to require any special comprehension processes. Generally, the
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netabhotu:tha:.are«abundant in everyday diicohrge are understood directly. -

¢ K]

1f everyday ¢1acdurce has deep and profouﬁg netapho:i, they are:ourely -
outnumbered by the cliches which haveTbceﬁ.;blorbed into thﬁ‘iinguagé and.
for all the uo;la look and‘ﬁohavc like litcral:exptgloiOni. If this is ;o{
perhaps it is all to the good; everyday discourse cannot afford thé luxury
of-poetic'obacutity. It has ite o;n communicative ends and‘ia apptopriaéely
tailored with its own communicaﬁiye meahs.

But what of séientific/technical_languagf? Is that not chhracterized,
necessarily, by clarity and pr;ciaion?"Can thp_sciéntis; affotd'the
gmbiguity end opeh—endedneas o} metapﬁors ig his attempt to describe and
explaiﬁ "reality"? Poeitivis;a would certainly have denied the scientist

that possibility. Recent trends in the philosophy of science have been more

.generous. It is coming to be recognized tﬁat new scientific conceptions,

-discoveries, and insights do not necessarily come with ready-made literal

language to express them. The scientist may have to stretch and extend the
existing language in order ‘to talk about them. Boyd (1979) has argued that
in many cases scientists need metaphors in‘a quite fundamental way.

Sometimes, he argues, they have to use metaphors

+ + +» in which metaphorical expressions consgitute. at least for a
time, an irreplaceable part of the linguistic machinery of a scientific
theory: (these are] cases in which there are metaphors which
scienfists use in expressing theoretical claims for which no adequate
literal paraphrase is known. Such metaphors are constitutive of the

theories they express, rather than merely exegetical. . . « If one

e | :36;



Boyd“haé in mind exaﬁples such as the. claim that thought is a kind of

IR N v 35

i looks at theory construction in the relatively young uciencea 1Ake

A

' cognitive psychology, one finds theory-conatitutive metaphors in
abundance. (pe 360) . ,

~

af

* "{nformation proceesing,"'and that the brain is a sort of "computer."

Y

The transmission of novel scientific conceptions, then, sometimes is

\

achieved through the use of metaphors, and, one might add, since in the
teaching of science {and anything else for that_matter) the subject mattet
is usually novel from the perspective of the student, one would eibect to

find metaphors fulfilling'ah important pedagogical function. Examples are

familiar enough--the structure of the atom is like the structure of the

solar system, electrical flow is like water flow, and so on. In terms of

m,the'account of metaphor proposed in the first .part of this paper,'it should

be said that most of the more useful metaphore in scientific language tend
to involve metaphorical similarity between two systems of concepta, rather
than between two concepts alone. For this reason, they should perhaps be
regarded as metaphqrical analogies, or better still, metaphorical models;
the distinction between an analogy and a model would be based on the number
of terms--an analogy being a similarity between two pairs of{terms and a
model beiug a similarity between two}nﬁtuples of terms (n > 25. These more
complex realizations of petaphorical similarity are not likely to be
directly nnderstood, although, of course, once familiar, they presumably
come to possess all the characteristics of the dead metaphors so predominant

in everyday discourse.
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It Bo}d 1f:tighQ‘tha£ ;o;e.?cttyhogs aq;ual{y'constigute.the theorieaf
in whose oiplicationl they participate, it wodid Pg reasonable to suppose :
that those same metaphors blayed a étucial_tole ip the.tﬁggght processes |
that éoqk place in t?aning the theoti;t in th; firstfplace. In other words, .
the qét;pho:s might be ﬁlayihg a role in the creative process itself.
Me taphors, by‘juxt;poéing incomﬁaiible eleme;ts; can pértray érder in chaos.
They are Qenae buried in non-sense (aif), meaning in anomaly. Creativiéz
and insight are terms we applyJin Just those cases where the confusion.df at.

ptoblem is dispersed by means of a nonlogical, often unobvious, solution.

To produce a fruitful metaphor is to be creative in a mi@rocoum. To produce -

-a fruitful system of ﬁetaphots,\be it' in science or poetry, is'to be.

crégtive.on a latgét scale. In spotlighting nonobvious similarities in the -
face of obvious dissimilarities, metaphors afford views.of what previously
may have been invisible. It was to this vision that Aristotlec referred when

he said that a command of metaphor was a mark of genius. _ 7
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?Another interesting way in which the notion of interaction might be
encompassed in this accdﬁnt is 1f the first term is viewed as a context-
setting cohcept for the second term. This approach would h;ve to be
explicated in terms of the influence that the-firat term might have in
rearranging some of the salience levels of attributes of the second term.
Since the second term as it were ''reciprocates'" by promoting the salience oé
matching or matchable attributes in the fifﬂt term, the two terms woﬁld be
interacting in the process of giving rise to an interpretation.
| 2It will, presumably? also be judged to be false. The ques;idn of how
people make truth judgments about similarity statements is itself a
complicated one.: It may well be that such judgments are made on the basis
of some in;ésyal criterion of fpufficient aimilgrity." If two things are
perceived as heing insﬁffiéiently similar, regardlgas of the type of
similarity statement, then the éssertion of similarity between them will be
judged to be false. ;

3In fact, this is an oversimplification, sirce it was noted earlier
that other considerations enter into the perception of metaphoricity (e.g.,

that Ehere be highly important attributes oflgne second term that cannot be

applied to the first ferm at ail).
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